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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction
11 Purpose of this Document

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its implementing regulations (the “CEQA
Guidelines”) require a lead agency to prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
before it may approve a project for which a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) has been
prepared. This document, together with the September 2011 Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery DEIR
(SCH No. 2007012069 County File No. LP 052096), the Appendices document and the minutes of the
public hearings and responses to these hearings, constitutes the FEIR for the Creekside Memorial Park
Cemetery Project (the Project) proposed by Corrie Development Corporation (Project Sponsor/Applicant).

On September 14, 2011 the Contra Costa County Department of Conservation & Development (DCD),
the CEQA lead agency, released the DEIR on the Project for public review and comment. The DEIR is
available for public review at the offices of the DCD, which are located in the County Administration
Building, 30 Muir Road, Martinez, California, at public libraries located in the vicinity of the Project site,
and online at: http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us. The DEIR describes the Project and its environmental
setting; analyzes potential direct, indirect and cumulative environmental impacts related to the
construction, operation and maintenance; identifies impacts that could be significant; recommends
mitigation measures, which, if adopted, could avoid or minimize such impacts; and identifies impacts that
are expected to remain significant and unavoidable, even with the implementation of recommended
mitigation measures. The DEIR also evaluates several alternatives to the Project, including a No Project
Alternative, as required by CEQA.

The public review and comment period on the DEIR that began September 14, 2011 and ended October
28, 2011, lasted for a period of 45 calendar days. The County Zoning Administrator held a public hearing
on October 17, 2011, to accept comments on the DEIR from agencies, organizations, and individuals.
The public hearing was held at 3:30 p.m. in Room 107 of the McBrien Administration Building, 651 Pine
Street, Martinez, California. The DCD provided notification of the public review period and the public
hearing to: 1) public agencies; 2) adjacent property owners and occupants; and 3) organizations and
individuals that had demonstrated particular interest in the Project. Oral comments were received at the
October 17, 2011 public hearing and written comments were received through October 28, 2011.
Responses to all comments are provided in Chapter 2, Comments and Responses.

The Final EIR was published in November of 2013. After publication of the Final EIR, on December 5,
2013, the County prepared and ERRATA for the Final EIR. The ERRATA was provided to all of the
recipients of the Final EIR. On December 17, 2013, after fully reviewing the EIR and making several
modifications to Final EIR, the County Zoning Administrator made a recommendation to the County
Planning Commission to accept the EIR as adequate. The modifications of the County Zoning
Administrator were made available on the week of December 30, 2013. Both the modifications prepared
in the ERRATA and the modifications made by the County Zoning Administrator are available at the
County offices and have been incorporated into this December 2013, Final EIR.

The FEIR will be used by DCD in its consideration of the Project Sponsor’s Land Use Permit (LUP)
application for the Project. The Contra Costa County Planning Commission will decide whether to certify
the FEIR and approve the requested LUP at a public hearing anticipated to be held in Spring 2014.
Public notification will be provided in accordance with State law upon confirmation of the hearing date.

Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery December 2013
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.2 Project Overview

Corrie Development Corporation proposes to develop approximately 58.7 acres of a 221.66+ acre site to
establish a new cemetery (Creekside Memorial Park) located off Camino Tassajara in unincorporated
Contra Costa County. The proposed project requires approval of a Land Use Permit (County File LP
052096) for the operation of a cemetery, including the proposed site improvements, objectives, and
entittements necessary for project implementation along with a variance to allow for a lot line adjustment
between parcel APN 223-020-007 (into a 9 acre parcel) with the remaining 23.84 acres (APN 223-020-
005) merged with the cemetery project. Following approval of the Land Use Permit, the project will
require approvals for grading permit(s), building permits and numerous other approvals.

This DEIR identifies mitigation measures or in some cases, environmental performance standards,
required to offset identified potential environmental effects resulting from the development of the site as
proposed by the Project and described in this DEIR.

Of the other alternatives, the Green Cemetery Alternative was determined in the DEIR to be the
environmentally superior alternative since it eliminates a significant and unavoidable hydrological impact.
Other alternatives, such as the Modified Plan Alternative, would reduce some of the significant impacts of
the Proposed Project. The Enhanced Modified Plan Alternative has been prepared, in part, to elaborate
on the phasing and identify an approach to project implementation that reduces most impacts to levels of
less than significant. The Enhanced Modified Alternative is found in Section 2.2.4, Master Response on
CEQA, Alternatives and Project Need, subsection 2.2.4.6. The Enhanced Modified Plan Alternative is
now designated as the environmentally superior alternative since it further reduces all three significant
and unavoidable hydrological impacts identified in the DEIR.

1.3 Organization of the FEIR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 requires FEIRs to consist of the following elements:
* The DEIR or a revision of the draft;
+ Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary;
+ Alist of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the Draft EIR;

* The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process; and

* Any other information added by the lead agency.

Copies of this FEIR contain CD copies of the DEIR. Copies of this FEIR will be provided in either printed-
or CD-format to all agencies, organizations and individuals who received copies of the DEIR. The
required elements of this document described above with the exception of the DEIR itself, are contained
in the following chapters of this document.

Chapter 1, Introduction.

Chapter 2, Comments and Responses. This chapter contains copies of the written comments received
on the DEIR; “Master Responses” that have been prepared to address common issues or themes
identified in a number of the written comments, and individual responses to the comments. Each
comment is numerically marked shown in the margin. For example, Letter A Comment 2 is coded A-2.
Responses to the comments from each letter are presented immediately after that comment letter. The
agencies, organizations and individuals identified in Table 1-1 provided comments on the DEIR.

Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery December 2013
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

TABLE 1-1
COMMENTERS ON THE CREEKSIDE MEMORIAL PARK CEMETERY PROJECT
Comment
Letter Commenter
A United States Fish & Wildlife Service
B California Department of Fish & Game
C Local Agency Formation Commission
D City of San Ramon
E East Bay Municipal Utility District
F East Bay Regional Park District
G Save Mt. Diablo
H Greenbelt Alliance
I California Native Plant Society
J PA Design
K Susan Wood
L DeAnne Garrehy
M Environmental Advocates
N Bill & Holly Newman
O Jeff & Stephanie Langbaum
P Kelly Marlowe
Q Alice Giovannini

Chapter 3, Text Revisions. This chapter contains text changes to the DEIR that reflect additions,
corrections and clarifications resulting from the analysis conducted by County in preparing responses to

comments on the DEIR. These changes are incorporated as part of the FEIR.

Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is provided under separate cover.

Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.0 Comments and Responses

2.1 Introduction

This chapter contains copies of written comments received, and responses to those comments. As
required by CEQA, these responses to comments address significant environmental issues raised by
commenters during the review period (Pub. Res. Code § 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15088(a),
15132). The County has elected to address concerns and suggestions regarding the adequacy and
accuracy of the DEIR that were raised by commenters within a reasonable timeframe after the review
period closed (Pub. Res. Code § 21091(d)).

The key purpose of reviewing a DEIR in to check for accuracy, detecting omissions and discovering
public concerns (CEQA Guidelines 88 15200, 15204). Where the text of the DEIR has been revised in
response to a comment or concern, the revision is noted in the response. The revision using the
following conventions: text changes are shown in indented paragraphs, text added to the DEIR is shown
in underline, and text deleted from the DEIR is shown in strikethreugh. These text changes also appear
in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR.

A number of written comments submitted on the DEIR raised the same or similar questions. Rather than
repeat responses to such comments, the County is providing a comprehensive discussion of the issues
and related topics as master responses in Section 2.2. Individual, point-by-point responses to each
individual comment are provided in Section 2.3 that cross-references the master responses where
appropriate. Master responses are provided for the following topics:

Zoning, Land Use Compatibility and the General Plan
Aesthetics and Open Space

Biological Resources

CEQA, Alternatives and Project Need

Hydrology and Water Quality

Multiple comments received on the DEIR did not address the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental
analysis or identify any other significant environmental issue requiring a response; rather, these
comments were directed toward the perceived merits or demerits of the Project, provided information, or
expressed an opinion without specifying why the DEIR analysis was inadequate. Contra Costa County,
as the CEQA lead agency, acknowledges the receipt of these types of comments; however, limited
responses are provided because they do not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR or otherwise
raise significant environmental issues.

Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery December 2013
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.2 Master Responses

2.2.1 Master Response on Zoning, Land Use Compatibility, and the General Plan

2.2.1.1 Introduction

Overview

Based on analysis provided in the DEIR and input received from agencies, organizations, and individuals
during and after the public review period, numerous commenters raised issues regarding the project’s
compatibility with zoning and land use compatibility and consistency with the County’s General Plan. This
master response pertains to concerns raised by those commenters.

Commenters

Commenters with concerns addressed by this master response are:

e Letter G, Save Mt. Diablo

Letter H, Greenbelt Alliance

Letter L, DeAnne Garrehy

Letter M, Environmental Advocates
Letter N, Bill and Holly Newman

2.2.1.2 Zoning and Land Use Compatibility
Comment Summary
This master response responds to all or part of the following comments:

H-1 G-13 L-1 M-21 M-11 N-1
N-8 N-9 N-10 N-11 N-68 N-69

Summary of Issues Raised by Commenters

o Compatibility of the cemetery use with agricultural uses.

e The project’s consistency with the zoning and land use compatibility, its location outside the Urban
Limit Line (ULL), and division of the community.

Response
This response addresses comments related to zoning and land use compatibility.

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning of the DEIR, all lands within the project area are
zoned for agricultural use. Cemeteries are permitted within the A-80 zoning with the approval of a land
use permit (LUP). In order to approve a LUP, the County must make several findings which are
enumerated in the County Code (see discussion below for specific information on the required County
Code findings).

Cemeteries are unique land uses that can be found in either urban or rural areas (both inside and outside
the Urban Limit Line). A Cemetery is an allowed use in Agricultural Zoning Districts with the approval of a
LUP. The County has also previously approved cemetery projects (most recently, the Gan Shalom

Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery December 2013
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Cemetery — County File LP022068, in 2004) located in an Agricultural Zoning District. The LUP process
provides the County with the opportunity to analyze a cemetery project to determine the extent of its
environmental impacts and its compatibility with surrounding uses.

Zoning: The zoning district for the project site is Exclusive Agriculture (A-80). Chapter 84-84 of the
Zoning Ordinance contains the specific ordinance code provisions of this district. Permitted uses
generally include the following: a) all types of agriculture; b) erection of agriculture-related buildings; c) a
grower stand or farm stand; d) a detached single-family residence on each parcel and accessory
structures; and e) residential second units complying with the provisions of Chapter 82-24.All allowed
uses are identified in Chapter 84-80.402. Uses requiring a land use permit are listed in Section 84-80.404
of the Ordinance Code. Lot size, setback requirements, and maximum building heights for projects in the
A-80 District are specified in Table 2.2.1-1 below:

TABLE 2.2.1-1
SUMMARY OF ZONING STANDARDS
FOR THE A-80 DISTRICT

Min. Standard Lot Area: | 80 acres

Avg. Width (min): none

Depth (min): none

Setback Standards

Side Yard (min): 50 ft

Front Yard (min): 25 ft

Building Height: | 2 % stories or 35 ft

Chapter 88-2 of the Contra Costa County Zoning Code designates Cemeteries as a Special Land Use.
This special land use requires approval of a land use permit for establishment of a Cemetery in an A-80
Zoning District and also includes various other requirements, such as specific submittal requirements for
the application, along with special findings that must be made for this land use. Those findings are
presented on Table 3.10-1 of the Draft EIR (page 3.10-7).

In addition to the five findings required to be made for a cemetery use, the County also requires that
seven findings be made for all projects that require approval of a LUP to ensure that the project is
compatible with its surroundings (Title 8, County Code Section 26-2.2008).

Williamson Act: Several commenters questioned the compatibility of the proposed project with the
adjacent properties that are under Williamson Act contracts. The legal requirements of compatibility with
the Williamson Act apply only to the contracted lands - not with adjacent lands. The Draft EIR includes a
discussion of whether the project has adverse impacts on agricultural lands.

Chapels: Commenters have asserted that the chapels proposed by the Project Sponsor are not a
permitted use, and are specifically prohibited as they are akin to a church or community building, which is
not allowed in the A-80 zoning district. The proposed chapel areas located within the
administrative/chapel building are proposed for cemetery associated use. This comment will be further
addressed by the Department of Conservation and Development as part of the staff report prepared for
the project.

Land Use and Water Consumption: Commenters question the cemeteries land use compatibility based
on its water consumption. The conclusions of the DEIR state that, based on available information and
studies, this amount of water demand is not sustainable (see further discussion in the DEIR and in Master
Response 2.2.5 on Hydrology and Water Quality). However, the water demand for the project is
addressed in the DEIR in Section 3.9, Hydrology, Drainage and Water Control and in Appendix D. Water
demand for the Proposed Project is estimated to be approximately 45 acre feet/yr (AFY). The irrigation
requirements of some other allowable agricultural operations of similar size could be roughly comparable
to the project. For example, both olives and vineyards are located in the immediate vicinity of the site and
their water demand could be comparable to a cemetery. However, as noted above and in the Draft EIR,
the water demand of the proposed project is not sustainable. There are other agricultural uses in the
area, including irrigated and non-irrigated pasture. Table 2.2.1-2 provides water demand estimates for
agriculture-related uses that are allowed under the Agricultural zoning.

Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery December 2013
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

TABLE 2.2.1-2
COMPARISON OF WATER DEMAND
FOR POTENTIAL AGRICULTURAL
USE OF SITE (AT 58 ACRES OF USE)

Water
Agricultural Use Consumption/Units
(AFY)
Olives 58
Stable 35
Vineyard 58
Mushroom Farm” 35

'Producing 1M Ibs/year

2.2.1.3 General Plan
Comment Summary
This master response responds to all or part of the following comments:

H-1 N-1 N-8 N-9 N-10

Summary of Issues Raised by Commenters

e Questions related to the consistency of the project with the General Plan Land Use Element Goals 3-
G, 8-H, 8-1 and 8-J and policies. (H-1)

Response

The County has previously approved cemeteries within lands that have an agriculture designation or
agriculturally zoned lands. These include Gan Shalom Cemetery (in 2004) and Sunset View Cemetery
(in 1961). These uses are considered consistent with the agricultural designation as they are a special
use. However, the approval is subject to the findings identified in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning,
p. 3.10-7 of the DEIR. These findings are also discussed in Section 2.2.1, Master Response on Zoning,
Land Use, Compatibility and General Plan, subsection 2.2.1.2 above. The General Plan has four main
Agricultural Resources Goals and twelve supporting overall policies. The one applicable to the Project is
Goal 8-G.

General Plan compatibility: General Plan policies are found both in the Land Use section of the Draft EIR
as well as within the topic sections of the document. The County General Plan includes hundreds of
policies that are both compatible and competing, and it is inappropriate to assess consistency of a
singular policy without reference to the overall framework of the County General Plan. The County
General Plan specifically cautions readers against myopically focusing one General Plan policy for the
purpose of determining compatibility or incompatibility of a project.

The commenters have raised a number of comments suggesting that the project is inconsistent with the
General Plan, and have identified additional goals and policies to highlight this concern. It should be
noted that the County General Plan differentiates between goals and policies: Goals set the direction, an
ideal future end, condition or state; whereas a policy is a specific statement intended to guide decision
making (page 1-6 of the CCC General Plan).

The County has previously approved land use permits for cemeteries within lands designated for
agricultural use within the County General Plan. These include both the Gan Shalom Cemetery and
Sunset View Cemetery.

Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery December 2013
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The proposed project does not appear to be in conflict with the agricultural goals included within the
County General Plan and there has been no evidence provided to support this conclusion. This project
would utilize approximately 59 acres of an over 221 acre site — with the remainder remaining in its natural
condition with grazing continuing on the site. The actual portion of the site is limited to approximately
25% of the property.

Cemetery uses are conductive to rural settings and may be compatible with surrounding agricultural uses.
The Aesthetics and Open Space Section, the Biological Resources Section and the Hydrology Drainage
and Water Quality Section all include related discussion and mitigation measures.

The decision as to whether this project is consistent with the General Plan will be determined by the
Planning Agency — that being the hearing body deciding whether to approve, deny or approve with
modifications this proposed project. The comments related to the compatibility with the County General
Plan will be considered by the Department staff and the hearing body as part of the decision on the
proposed project.

Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery December 2013
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

(which is proposed to have approximately 7.5 feet of its height below grade) for the Creekside Memorial
Park Cemetery Project. The existing water tank is also white in color and very visible with no trees or
landscaping that screen its existing condition. The proposed water tank for the project in conjunction with
the aesthetic mitigations in the DEIR would give the water tank a visual height of approximately 13 feet,
be painted a color that would match the hillside during the dry season (Mitigation Measure 3.1-1(c)), and
have nearly half the massing of the existing water tank located along the Tassajara Ridge Trail.

Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery December 2013
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Figure 2.2.2.4-5
View Point locations
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Figure 2.2.2.4-4

View from View Point A towards proposed tank location (person depicts approximate location of water tank)

Figure 2.2.2.4-7

View from View Point B towards proposed tank location (person depicts approximate location of water tank)

Creekside Memorial Park Cemetery December 2013
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Figure 2.2.2.4-7

View from View Point B towards intersection of tank access road and main road (person depicts approximate location of water tank)

As noted above, in response to the comments regarding potential visibility of the proposed water tank
from the Tassajara Ridge Trail, the Applicant has adjusted and added detail to their plans regarding the
grading and buffering of the water tank. The provided plan (Figure 2.2.2.4-9) and cross section (dated
January 18, 2013 and prepared by the Applicant’s design team) illustrate the revised grading and location
of the water tank, and the xeriscape/native landscaping that would provide an additional visual buffering
of the water tank. This adjustment requires taller natives including Coast Live Oak (Quercus Agrifolia) that
will provide buffering of views towards the water tank with lower Toyon (California Holly - Heteromeles
Arbutifolia) and California Coffeeberry (Rhamnus Californica ‘Eve Case’) to visually fill in views through
the understory of the Live Oaks and to provide primary visual buffering between the Live Oaks. However,
the location of the Toyon planting leaves the water tank partially visible when walking north along a
portion of the trail, see notations on Figure 2.2.2.4-10). The addition of some additional Toyon to cover
the partial view would achieve the desired result of a limited and filtered visibility of the top of the water
tank.

Given (1) the distance to the water tank from the trail, (2) the painting it in a color that blends with the
surrounding environment, and (3) the abundance of open views to the surrounding rural valley, ridges,
and mountains; the proposed changes should achieve the goals of DEIR Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 and
3.1-2. These changes to the project design will be added as additional mitigation to Mitigation Measure
3.1-1 as item d. (See Section 3.2, Text Revision).
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Figure 2.2.2.4-9

Applicant’s suggested adjustments in response to the water tank’s visibility from the Tassajara Ridge Trail

December 2013
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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ADDITIONAL PLANTING OF TOYONS
WILL PROVIDE ADEQUATE FILTERED
VIEW OF THE WATER TANK
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Figure 2.2.2.4-10

Additional Toyon planting would adequately filter the view of the Water Tank from the trail
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http://www.opm.gov/fedhol/2013.asp
http://www.edd.ca.gov/eddsthol.htm























































































































































































http://www.opm.gov/fedhol/2013.asp
http://www.edd.ca.gov/eddsthol.htm
http://www.edd.ca.gov/eddsthol.htm































































http://www.vta.org/projects/Habitat/WrigCreekYr1.pdf
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/planning/eir/MMR/cisco_site6/CiscoMitigation.pdf
http://consbio-static.s3.amazonaws.com/media/content/files/Dodero.pdf
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